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DO THE BABY AND THE BATHWATER DESERVE THE SAME FATE?  
AN EXPLORATORY STUDY OF COLLABORATIVE PRICING IN THE U.S. 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Timothy G. Hawkins and Jeffrey R. Cuskey* 
 
ABSTRACT.  Alpha contracting is a collaborative effort between a buyer and 
supplier during contract formation to maximize efficiency and effectiveness.  
Collaborative efforts between the United States Department of Defense and 
its suppliers have recently been scrutinized.  Although several benefits of 
Alpha contracting are identified within the literature, the phenomenon is not 
ubiquitous nor is it well understood.  Using the case study methodology, this 
research explores Alpha Contracting to define success and to identify its 
contributing factors.  Additionally, this research identifies antecedents for 
and consequences of use, variations of the processes employed, and some 
misuse.  The study culminates in the development of a conceptual model of 
collaborative pricing, and provides five recommendations for enhanced use.     
INTRODUCTION 
Public policy requires that federal contracting officials procure 
goods and services at fair and reasonable prices.  Largely, this is 
achieved by obtaining adequate competition.  However, competition 
is not always feasible; sole-source acquisitions are a perpetual reality 
due to such circumstances as unique capabilities, intellectual 
property rights, urgency of the need, and international agreements 
(FAR 6.302).   
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Sole-source contracting can be a lengthy process depending on 
the size and complexity of the procurement.  The need to streamline 
the Department of Defense (DoD) contracting process and reduce 
procurement lead time was emphasized in the 1986 Packard 
Commission report.  The report concluded “too many of our weapon 
systems cost too much, take too long to develop, and by the time they 
are fielded, incorporate obsolete technology” (President’s Blue 
Ribbon Commission, 1986, p. 44).  The prolonged time to meet users’ 
requirements, caused by the inability to reduce procurement lead 
time, “lowers customer satisfaction, costs more money, and is not 
responsive to the changing-threat environment” (Brodfuehrer, 2000, 
p. 23).  The most important impact of prolonged procurement lead 
time may be non-responsiveness to rapidly-changing threats.  A 
failure to meet the changing-threat environment may result in the 
failure to meet the military’s most essential requirement of defending 
the nation (Brodfuehrer, 2000).  
Alpha contracting, also known as integrated process team (IPT) 
pricing or “one pass” pricing, is an innovative technique that 
compresses procurement lead time by converting some of the steps 
during contract formation from serial to parallel processes (Meyer, 
1997). Alpha contracting utilizes Government-contractor collaboration 
throughout the entire pre-award process to develop and price the 
requirements and scope of work.  Success stories (Goodwin, 2002; 
Huffstetler, 2000; Nissen, 1998; Rapka, 2006; Schutter, 1998; 
Vinson, 2001; Wallace, 2000) explain how Alpha contracting was 
utilized to form a sole-source contract within compressed 
procurement lead time and at reduced costs.  These accounts 
detailed the benefits and disadvantages associated with the Alpha 
contracting approach and suggested some factors that influenced its 
success.  However, the identified success factors may be incomplete 
since they were explored from single case studies.  Additionally, the 
antecedents for and consequences of Alpha contracting use have not 
been examined.  Further, most people within the DoD acquisition 
community have not participated in Alpha contracting, and the 
reasoning behind this lack of participation has not been addressed in 
the literature.  Given the benefits that can often be realized through 
effective deployment of Alpha contracting approaches, it is important 
to understand why procurement involvement is limited, and whether 
this is something that should be addressed.  Absent this 
understanding, it may be difficult for acquisition officials to determine 
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whether Alpha contracting would be appropriate for a specific 
acquisition, leading to the development of acquisition strategies that 
may be suboptimal.   
Despite some documented successes of Alpha contracting, the 
current contracting atmosphere seems to be trending back towards 
arms-length approaches versus relational exchanges, such as Alpha 
contracting.  This trend is manifested in actions such as the Defense 
Contract Audit Agency’s (DCAA) decision in August, 2008 to cease all 
participation in Alpha contracting, and the decision by the Air Force 
Materiel Command in April, 2009 to rescind its IPT Price Negotiation 
and Agreement Guide.  Although this rescission did not prohibit the 
use of Alpha contracting within the Air Force Materiel Command, it 
reduced the likelihood that Alpha contracting would be utilized.     
The purpose of this research is to develop a conceptual model 
that could be used to explain the collaborative pricing phenomenon 
with hopes that misunderstandings will be dispelled and new insights 
will emerge.  Specifically, we suggest what constitutes successful 
Alpha contracting, as well as factors driving its success.  Additionally, 
we identify antecedents for appropriate application and seek to 
confirm purported benefits of use (i.e., consequences).  This research 
identifies the utility of Alpha contracting, and explains its narrow 
usage to date.   
The remainder of this study is organized as follows.  First, a 
detailed literature review was conducted of Alpha contracting and 
underlying theories surrounding relational exchange.  Next, the 
research methodology explains sources and types of data, and the 
means of analysis.  Results are presented followed by a discussion of 
theoretical and practical implications.  Finally, five recommendations 
are offered to improve the effectiveness of collaborative pricing within 
the U.S. DOD. 
ALPHA CONTRACTING PROCESS 
Alpha contracting utilizes collaboration throughout the entire pre-
award process to jointly (government and contractor) develop and 
price the requirements and scope of work (Nissen, 1998).  Typical 
representatives on the IPT include the contractor, contracting office, 
program office, pricing analyst, DCAA, and Defense Contract 
Management Agency (DCMA).  In contrast, throughout a traditional 
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contracting process, these individuals tend to operate in isolation.  If 
they collaborate in an IPT, the contractor is excluded.  The traditional 
process is best characterized by many functional reviews of the 
various process outputs asynchronously, and, consequently, less 
communication.  Examples include (1) developing the requirements 
package (i.e., developing the scope of work, specifications, and 
government estimate) by sending it back and forth among the 
contracting and program management offices and other 
stakeholders, and (2) developing the draft and final solicitation, 
responding to the offerors’ questions and concerns, and revising the 
solicitation where necessary. Throughout such back and forth 
processes, layers of management review and approve revised 
documents – often through several iterations.  Consequently, the 
traditional approach can often take up to one year to complete, 
depending on the size and complexity of the effort.  This serial 
process is depicted in Figure 1.  For a detailed discussion of this 
 
FIGURE 1 
Traditional Sole-Source Contracting Process 
 
Source: Nissen (1998). 
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process, see Nissen (1998) and Nissen’s case study of the Joint 
Stand-Off Weapon.   
Using Alpha contracting (Figure 2), the IPT would first develop the 
requirements package.  The collective IPT would draft a solicitation, 
which then would have to be approved by both parties.  Next, the IPT 
would jointly develop the contractor’s proposal.  By jointly developing 
the requirements and the proposal, both parties become “thoroughly 
familiar with all contract requirements, noting the build-up of costs, 
and to have the ability to voice any concerns early in the process” 
(Schutter, 1998, p. 14).  After jointly developing the proposal, the 
Contracting Officer prepares the pre-negotiation memorandum and 
obtains the necessary approvals to commence with negotiations.  
Likewise, the contractor prepares its negotiation targets and obtains 
approval to enter into negotiations.  
  
FIGURE 2 
Alpha Contracting Process 
 
Source: Nissen (1998). 
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The IPT then would reconvene to negotiate any remaining 
differences.  The main focus at this point is to produce a finalized 
contract that can then be awarded.  As a result of early teaming, 
these negotiations are much more streamlined than traditional 
negotiations.  Since the Alpha IPT jointly develops the cost proposal 
as the technical details are jointly developed, the proposal more often 
resembles a negotiated contract than a traditional proposal, resulting 
in fewer details remaining to negotiate (Meyer, 1997). 
Negotiations under the traditional approach are often viewed as 
an ”us-versus-them” process with both teams working towards their 
pre-established targets involving win-lose types of negotiations.  In 
win-lose negotiations, one party is perceived as having done 
significantly better at the other party’s expense, and the negotiation 
tends to be highly competitive with a large degree of mistrust on both 
sides (Monczka, Handfiel, Guinipero, & Patterson, 2009).  However, 
DoD has recently stressed the importance of using a win-win strategy 
(DoD-Wide Strategic Sourcing Concept of Operations, 2005).  In a win-
win strategy, a mutually beneficial agreement is emphasized and both 
parties achieve long-term satisfaction with the results of the 
negotiation (Monczka et al., 2009).  In order to achieve a win-win 
outcome, Garret (2005), proposed that a highly collaborative 
atmosphere be created, that both parties must understand that the 
other party has different interests, and that the collaboration should 
seek to understand those needs.   
RELEVANT LITERATURE 
Social Exchange Theory 
 Fundamentally, social exchange precepts explain the utility of 
Alpha contracting.  Social exchange theory (SET) is commonly used as 
a foundation for relationship marketing and buyer-seller relationships 
(e.g., Dwyer, Schurr, & Oh, 1987; Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  The 
foundational premises of SET may be summarized as follows:  
Exchange may involve both social and economic outcomes.  These 
outcomes are compared to other exchange alternatives.  Positive 
outcomes increase trust and commitment and, over time, norms 
develop that govern the relationship (Lambe, Wittmann, & Spekman 
2001).  Thus, SET rejects the assumption of universal opportunism 
and suggests that relational dynamics serve as an alternate form of 
governance – other than just a written contract (Hawkins, Beyerlein, 
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& Wittmann, 2008).  Parties to relational exchange, therefore, tend to 
rely more on relational norms such as trust, commitment, 
cooperation, flexibility and satisfaction rather than strictly on 
contracts (Heide & John, 1992).  This explains how firms often 
successfully transact via “handshake” agreements.  Typically, this is a 
more efficient form of relationship governance due to reduced 
transaction costs (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) such as costs of enforcing 
and monitoring detailed terms of a contract as experienced in 
government contracting – due, in large part, to the doctrine of strict 
compliance.  Relational norms “are expectations about behavior that 
are at least partially shared by a group of decision makers” that ”have 
been shown to govern individual exchange relationships between 
firms” (Heide & John, 1992, p. 34).  Relational norms reduce 
opportunism (Gundlach, Achrol, & Mentzer, 1995; Achrol & Gundlach, 
1999; Brown, Dev, & Lee, 2000; Joshi & Stump, 1999) – behavior 
that is self-interest seeking with guile (Williamson, 1975).   
The presence of relationship commitment and trust is central to 
successful relationship marketing, as opposed to power or the ability 
to condition others (Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  “When both commitment 
and trust – not just one or the other – are present, they produce 
outcomes that promote efficiency, productivity, and effectiveness.  In 
short, commitment and trust lead directly to cooperative behaviors 
that are conductive to relationship marketing success” (Morgan & 
Hunt, 1994, p. 22).  Relationship commitment entails an exchange 
partner believing that an ongoing relationship with another is so 
important as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it.  Another 
integral component of relational exchange is trust - when one party 
has confidence in another’s reliability and integrity.  Trust is 
considered so critical to relational exchange that it is viewed by some 
as the cornerstone of the strategic partnership because parties will 
commit themselves to relationships characterized by highly valued 
trust (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). 
 The espoused benefits of relational exchange are well manifested 
in a concept called early supplier involvement (ESI) – “a form of 
vertical cooperation where manufacturers involve suppliers at an 
early stage in the product development/innovation process, generally 
at the level of concept design (Bidault, Despres, & Butler, 1998, p. 
719).  ESI produces several benefits such as reducing product 
development cycle times, managing costs, improving product quality, 
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and decreasing risks of product failures and supplier failures (Zsidisin 
& Smith, 2005).  The dynamics that render ESI successful seem to 
also be resident in a similar phenomenon - Alpha contracting. 
Alpha Contracting  
Scant attention has been afforded Alpha contracting in peer-
reviewed literature.  The few writings on the subject have discussed 
its advantages, disadvantages, and success factors.  An advantage to 
using Alpha contracting is the reduced procurement lead time – often 
saving four to nine months, or forty to fifty percent (Meyer, 1997).  
The early collaboration between the parties reduces the amount of 
formal coordination and approvals and promotes a common 
understanding between the parties reducing the chances of 
misunderstandings, errors, and mistakes in the formal documents 
(Nissen, 2001) thereby increasing contract quality.   Alpha 
Contracting also decreases the overall costs for both parties (Nissen, 
2001).  Cost savings can be realized from reduced procurement lead 
time, increased communications of cost drivers, and clearer 
definitions of the requirements, often resulting in fewer post-award 
modifications (Will, 1999).  A third advantage of Alpha contracting is 
an improved relationship between the government and contractor.  
Additionally, through the teaming process, Alpha contracting can act 
as a risk management tool. The Alpha IPT can identify problems and 
risks before a contract is awarded and jointly resolve those problems 
and risks (Cuskey, 2004).  
Despite the advantages of Alpha contracting, there are several 
disadvantages.  Alpha contracting requires the IPT participants to be 
away from their offices for extended periods of time (Meyer, 1997).  
Typically, Alpha contracting meetings take place at the contractor’s 
facility.  Additionally, organizations must be able to fund the overtime 
and travel costs.  Although a benefit to using Alpha contracting is the 
decreased total costs, those costs savings are not realized early in 
the program.  For example, if some of those costs savings are derived 
from the reduction of non-value added requirements, those savings 
may be amortized into the contract price and realized across the life 
of the contract, whereas the overtime and travel costs are immediate.  
Additionally, due to the relational nature of Alpha contracting, IPT 
member turnover must be controlled.  Introducing or replacing team 
members can disrupt the process and make it difficult for all 
participants to get back on schedule (Goodwin, 2002).   
248  HAWKINS & CUSKEY 
 
Alpha contracting is not appropriate in all circumstances but 
purportedly should be used where its success is more likely such as 
in cases that include (1) a sole source effort; (2) a cost-type contract; 
(3)  program management commitment; (4) Alpha contracting 
experience; (5) currently employed technical IPT; (6) Acquisition 
Category (ACAT)-rated program; (7) a weapon system; (8) a complex 
program; (9) a geographically dispersed team; (10) a production 
acquisition phase; (11) little budget and schedule pressure; and (12) 
contractor openness (Nissen, 1998).  What is unclear, however, is 
whether there are other circumstances in which Alpha contracting is 
appropriate. For example, could Alpha contracting also be appropriate 
for negotiating fixed-price contracts, for complex, high-value 
outsourced services (e.g., base operations support) that are not ACAT 
rated, or for requirements other than weapon system production?  
Social exchange theory suggests a more universal application than 
what has been reported in the literature. 
Since there is little research on Alpha contracting, the prior 
research was based on a single case that may not fully capture the 
complexity of the phenomenon (Eisenhardt, 1989), and use of the 
tool has increased, prior findings must be validated and unaddressed 
research questions must be explored.  The purpose of this research is 
to develop a conceptual model of collaborative pricing that explains 
Alpha contracting appropriateness and the mechanisms leading to 
success.  Using a case study methodology, we examine why Alpha 
contracting is employed, under what circumstances it is appropriate, 
and identify barriers to its use.  In addition to the conceptual 
framework, several recommendations are provided which may help 
increase the effectiveness of Alpha contracting. The following 
describes the research methodology utilized for this study including 
the basis for data collection and analysis. 
METHODOLOGY 
This research was conducted using a multiple-case study 
methodology (Yin, 2009), an appropriate method where research 
questions are exploratory and seek to understanding of how or why 
events have occurred.  This approach is preferred when studying a 
contemporary phenomenon within its real life context and where the 
behaviors cannot be manipulated (Yin, 2009).  The case study 
methodology involves direct observations and/or interviews of the 
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subjects involved in a particular phenomenon being studied (Yin, 
2009).  It is appropriate for this study since the goal of the research is 
to explain why Alpha contracting tends to be successful, and cannot 
be answered through experimentation or the use of quantitative data 
due to too few available cases to apply multivariate statistical 
techniques. 
This study utilized a multiple case study methodology to try to 
identify trends and patterns across the various cases.  Using multiple 
case studies, the researcher is able to respond to a common criticism 
of single-case studies—that they are idiosyncratic and therefore have 
limited value beyond the circumstances of the single case (Yin, 
2009).  The cases chosen for inclusion in this study were selected 
because of their satisfaction of the following two criteria: (1) a sole-
source contract awarded using Alpha contracting, and (2) DoD 
programs.  To ensure adequate representation, the selection of 
programs included multiple military departments.  Within these two 
criteria, eight cases were chosen based on familiarity of the 
researchers with cases, access to informants, and willingness of 
informants to participate.   
Validity and Reliability 
Researchers must be concerned with three types of validity:  1) 
construct validity, which involves establishing correct operational 
measures for the concepts being studied; 2) internal validity, which is 
the establishment of causal relationships; and 3) external validity, the 
extent to which the study’s findings can be generalized (Kerlinger & 
Lee, 2000).  Reliability boils down to consistency – the extent to 
which a study could be repeated with the same results.  To ensure 
construct validity, multiple types of programs were examined and 
individuals from various disciplines who had first-hand experience of 
the Alpha contracting process for those programs were interviewed 
(Yin, 2009). A semi-structured interview protocol (Appendix 1), was 
developed to bolster reliability (Yin, 2009).  
All informants were initially contacted via email wherein the 
researchers briefly discussed the intent of the project and the degree 
of participation that would be required.  Due to scheduling conflicts, 
several informants requested the interview to complete at their 
convenience.  One informant completed the interview via telephone.  
Following the interviews, the researchers had informants review the 
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documented responses, to ensure that their responses were 
accurately captured.  This process corroborates facts, increases the 
accuracy of each case study, and thereby, increases construct validity 
(Yin, 2009).  
A cross-case meta matrix (Miles & Huberman, 1994) was 
established to enable the researchers to cluster the information, note 
patterns, and make comparisons.  To aid in identifying patterns and 
to increase reliability, the researchers independently coded each 
informant’s response.  After the coding was complete, the 
researchers compared the separate coding for reliability and 
established patterns.   
Data Collection 
The qualitative data utilized in the development of this study was 
obtained through an examination of the relevant literature, and 
through the conduct of semi-structured telephonic, electronic mail, 
and personal interviews with individuals that had first-hand 
knowledge with Alpha contracting.  The Alpha contracting team 
members that were interviewed included most roles in the acquisition 
process.  Technical leads were contacted to participate in the 
interview; however, some had either retired or left the government, or 
felt they were not part of the decision-making process and therefore 
would not be able to contribute to the study (refusal).  In an attempt 
to elicit thorough and honest information, informants were notified 
prior to interviews that their identity would be confidential.  Table 1 
provides demographics of the informants. Table 2 summarizes eight 
programs that utilized the Alpha contracting process and were 
examined in this study. 
DATA CODING AND ANALYSIS 
A cross-case meta matrix was constructed to cluster the 
information.  Descriptive codes related to the research questions 
were developed and the researchers used a check-coding approach, 
in which two researchers coded data independently and discussed 
their findings (Miles & Huberman, 1994).  A 95 percent agreement on 
coded responses provided strong evidence of data reliability, and 
validated the definitions of codes.  Sources of coded data included 
 









































1 F 27 Contracting Officer Army 
2 F 16 Contract Specialist Army 
3 F 35 Group Chief (Supervisor) Army 
4 M 29 Price & Cost Analyst Army 
5 F 31 Group Chief (Supervisor) Army 
6 M 18 Program Manager Air Force 
7 Confidential 15 Associate Director of Contracting Army 
8 M 29 Price & Cost Analyst DCMA 
 
TABLE 2 
Acquisition Program Summary 
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Advanced Threat Infrared 
Countermeasure/ Common 
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Army ACAT 1C $1.4B IDIQ 2006 
C-130 Center Wing Replace  USAF ACAT 1C $622.6M CPFF 2007 
AN/TPQ-36 Firefinder Radar 
(V)8 Electronics Upgrade  






Army  $16.2M  1997 
Intelligence Electronic 
Warfare Common Sensor 




Enhanced Position Location 
Reporting System 
Army ACAT II $46.5M   
Single Channel Ground & 
Airborne Radio System 
Army ACAT 1C $252M FFP  
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the interview field notes, email correspondence with the informants, 
and archival documents such as memorandums.  After the initial 
coding, the researchers continued to search for themes throughout 
the data using pattern coding.  Pattern coding, or axial coding, 
“makes connections among categories [codes],” explores 
“interactions and conditions, and helps provide greater insight into 
the data” (Ellram, 1996, p. 108).  To accomplish this, the researchers 
reviewed the meta-matrix in search of repeating ideas or phrases.  
Additionally, theory building entails explanation building (Yin, 2009), 
or similarly, constant comparison (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).  This 
iterative process entails the following: 
- Making an initial theoretical statement or initial proposition about 
social behavior;  
- Comparing the findings of an initial case against such statements 
or propositions; 
- Revising the statement or proposition; 
- Comparing other details of the case against the revision; 
- Comparing the revision to the facts of a second, third or more 
cases; and 
- Repeating this process as many times as needed 
Through these processes of pattern matching and constant 
comparison, causal relationships emerged that seemed to best 
explain the collaborative pricing phenomenon.  The causal 
relationships are depicted in Figures 3 and 4, and are explained in 
the next section. 
RESULTS 
Factors contributing to Alpha contracting success 
When describing what constitutes a successful Alpha contracting 
process, all informants focused on two main concepts: (1) awarding 
the contract on schedule and (2) within budget or cost constraints.  
Two informants also stated that success meant the award of a 
contract that the parties fully understood.  Success was perceived 
upon achieving any of these three outcomes – not necessarily all of 
them.  Interestingly, all informants stated that their Alpha contracting 
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acquisition was successful despite never establishing metrics to 
measure success. 
 The most common factor determining success was teamwork 
(later defined as communication, cooperation, goal congruence, and 
commitment), with three informants mentioning it.  Two informants 
stated that commitment of the IPT members and management was 
pertinent.  As strong evidence of endorsement, two informants stated 
they were directed by management to utilize Alpha contracting.  
Management must endorse the use of Alpha contracting, to include 
the commitment of resources (e.g., people, time and workload 
redistribution), and make that commitment known to the Alpha 
participants.  The following factors were also identified by informants: 
(1) having a subject matter expert for every discipline involved from 
the beginning; (2) empowerment of IPT members to reach 
agreements; (3) trust, cooperation, and competence of members to 
be able to define requirements and prepare and evaluate technical 
and cost proposals; and (4), shared goals among IPT members.  As an 
epitome of cooperation, one informant stated, “The contractor agrees 
to open their books to the government, which promotes cost 
transparency and reduces time to negotiate a contract.”  The cost 
transparency leads to increased levels of trust in the contractor by 
the Contracting Officer, as well as to an increased confidence that a 
fair and reasonable price has been attained.   
Additionally, when asked about causes of Alpha contracting 
failures, only one known case emerged across all eight cases.  While 
the factual cause of the failure could not be discerned with complete 
confidence, triangulation of informants indicated the failure was 
caused by (1) the absence of teamwork, cooperation and 
communication and (2) IPT member turnover.   
When asked about barriers to Alpha contracting use, informants 
mentioned inadequate resources (e.g., funding for travel and 
overtime).  As another indicator of Alpha contracting success, 
informants were asked how the process could be more successful.  
Informants mentioned improved communications between the 
government and contractor, a solid understanding by both parties of 
what Alpha contracting is, DCAA participation, and establishing 
policies and procedures.  A program manager stated that he “would 
have had an initial meeting with the contractor to describe the 
governments’ expectations of the Alpha contracting.”  A supervisor of 
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contracting officers and specialists stated that she believes that 
people often say they are doing Alpha contracting; however, they are 
simply doing a streamlined form of the traditional contracting 
process.  Additionally, one contracting officer stated that some people 
do not “fully understand how beneficial Alpha contracting can be.”  
Taken together, these comments suggest that confusion abounds 
regarding what Alpha contracting is.  Presumably, absent knowledge 
of what Alpha contracting is, a procurement professional cannot 
properly conduct Alpha contracting.  Thus, evidence suggests that 
Alpha contracting competence is necessary for success.   
Taken together, several factors that affect Alpha contracting 
success emerged.  We categorized these factors as either relational 
or structural/managerial (See Figure 3).  Relational factors include 
IPT member commitment, cooperation among the contractor and 
 
FIGURE 3 
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government, communication, trust, and goal congruence.  Structural/ 
managerial factors entail top management support, resources, an 
empowered IPT, cross-functional involvement, low turnover within the 
IPT, functional competence, and competence in conducting Alpha 
contracting.   
Determinants of Alpha Contracting Appropriateness 
Utilizing pattern matching and constant comparison methods of 
data analysis, causal relationships of antecedents to and 
consequences of Alpha contracting use emerged from the data.  The 
data suggested that eight factors determine whether Alpha 
contracting is an appropriate technique (See Figure 4).   
 
FIGURE 4 




























































Suggested by This Study
256  HAWKINS & CUSKEY 
 
1. Most informants stated that Alpha contracting should be 
reserved for sole source procurements.  Otherwise, in a 
collaboration to jointly define requirements, protecting an 
offeror’s proprietary information would be difficult and 
convincing offerors of such might be infeasible.  Additionally, it 
would be difficult to ensure fair and equal treatment among all 
competitors.  Further, a primary benefit of Alpha contracting, 
time savings, would likely be unachievable if agencies attempted 
to build relationships and maintain integrity with multiple 
offerors.   
2. According to one informant, Alpha contracting is appropriate for 
sourcing high-dollar, high-priority requirements that are critical to 
the mission of the buyer.  Additionally, it is best suited for 
complex acquisitions where the requirements may be difficult to 
understand or could be misinterpreted.  The collaboration 
generated by Alpha contracting creates an environment where a 
shared understanding of those requirements can be established.  
Combining (1) and (2) above, strategic spend (Kraljic, 1983) is 
appropriate.  Engaging in Alpha contracting as a way to reduce 
costs on a low-dollar program may not be fruitful since the costs 
to conduct the process could outweigh cost and lead time 
savings. 
3. One informant stated, “the contractor misinterpreted the terms 
and expectations of the program, as the contract did not 
adequately reflect the customer requirements.”  The contract 
and program offices decided Alpha contracting was the best 
approach, whereby the IPT “went through a major restructuring 
of the contract to ensure all parties had a clear picture of the 
requirements and what was expected of each party/individual.”  
The development of the Alpha IPT significantly reduced the risk 
of further misinterpreted requirements.  Alpha contracting is also 
appropriate for acquisitions with increased risk.  Cost savings 
can be realized due to a clearer definition of the requirements, 
often resulting in fewer post-award modifications, and helps the 
parties to understand the cost drivers (Will, 1999).  This can also 
serve as a simple form of Cost as An Independent Variable (CAIV) 
and enable the parties to agree on the reduction of costly 
requirements that are considered to be non-value added.  As key 
stakeholders decide on system performance and cost objectives, 
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on the basis of cost-performance tradeoffs, the requirements 
and acquisition processes will make cost more of a constraint 
and less of a variable, while nonetheless obtaining the required 
military capability.  This teaming process can also act as a risk 
management tool, whereby the Alpha IPT can identify problems 
and risks before a contract is awarded and jointly resolve those 
problems and risks (Cuskey, 2004).  This collaboration further 
creates an environment where a shared understanding of those 
requirements and risks can be established. 
4. When time is of the essence, Alpha contracting may help an IPT 
reach contract award quicker than the traditional process.  One 
informant stated that Alpha contracting should be used as an 
“exception to the norm, when circumstances do not permit time 
for the traditional process.”  Two informants confirmed that 
Alpha contracting should be used only in unique circumstances, 
when a priority program requires a short acquisition lead time or 
has budget constraints that likely could not be met using the 
traditional contracting process.  
5. Since Alpha contracting is based on relational exchange, it is 
best suited when there will be the need to maintain a business 
relationship instead of a single transactional exchange. 
6. Alpha contracting cannot be implemented without adequate 
resources.  The requirement to dedicate a substantial amount of 
up-front resources was identified as a major barrier to the 
implementation of Alpha contracting and a potential cause of 
failure.  As a result, Alpha contracting should only be used when 
adequate resources have been identified and dedicated to the 
process.  One informant commented that manpower constraints 
are “probably the toughest aspect of Alpha to sell to 
organizations.”  
7. Alpha contracting is effective when tight budget constraints 
provide the impetus for collaborative problem solving and 
mutuality.  The Alpha IPT provides an effective teaming 
environment in which the government and contractor can 
identify and eliminate non-value added cost drivers within a 
solicitation to reduce the overall costs.   
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8. Finally, management buy-in from all participating parties is 
necessary in order to secure the necessary resources and 
approvals. 
Consequences of Alpha Contracting Use 
We asked informants to define success and whether their 
programs were successful.  We then sought patterns across cases.  
Convincing evidence of two outcomes across multiple cases – 
meeting or beating the schedule and completing the program either 
on or below budget – confirmed the espoused benefits of Alpha 
contracting.  Additionally, combining other stated outcomes from 
single informants (i.e., no pattern) and responses to indirect 
questions surrounding Alpha contracting outcomes, the following 
consequences also emerged:  decreased proposal preparation costs, 
increased commitment, improved communications, a better 
understanding of the resultant contract and of the requirements, an 
improved buyer-seller relationship, and goal congruence.  As an 
example, one informant mentioned these achieved benefits:  
“significant price reduction, and significantly less time to award the 
contract, improved understanding of the resultant contract and 
prices, [and] establishment of a team committed to making the 
contract work smoothly.”  Since the supporting evidence is not as 
strong, we caveat some outcomes as suggestive in the model.  
Overall, Alpha contracting appears to achieve its intended purpose. 
Barriers to Alpha Contracting Use 
Overall, most of the informants said that Alpha contracting should 
be used more often, suggesting that while procurements may be 
appropriate, the tool is not being employed.  One objective of this 
research was to explain the low adoption.  Data from informants 
revealed seven potential barriers: (1) inadequate resources in the 
form of manpower or funding; (2) lack of trust between the parties; 
(3) a lack of management buy-in; (4) turnover of IPT members; (5) a 
teaming agreement or memorandum of understanding (MOU) must 
be established ex ante which may be difficult to get the parties to 
agree to; (6) the lack of DCAA involvement in the Alpha IPT; and, (7) a 
lack of awareness and understanding of the Alpha contracting 
process.  These factors closely resemble – and thus, confirm - the 
success factors previously discussed; thus, elaboration is not 
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necessary.  However, peculiarities of DCAA’s involvement in Alpha 
contracting warrant further discussion. 
 Recently, DCAA decided to eliminate their auditor’s participation 
in the IPT process due to concerns about compliance with Generally 
Accepted Government Auditing Standards.  This concern arose 
because the “current independence standards prohibit DCAA from 
auditing its own work or providing nonaudit services that are 
significant or material to the subject matter of the audits” (Saccoccia, 
2008).  This research targeted the feasibility of conducting Alpha 
contracting without DCAA participation in the IPT.  Half of the 
informants stated that Alpha contracting could not succeed without 
DCAA participation.  One informant stated that the lack of DCAA 
participation “completely kills the Alpha approach.”  This informant 
then provided the following explanation.  
DCAA is a major player in the Alpha team environment. You 
could still perform the alpha process to some extent working 
with contractor on the statement of work and building the 
proposal, but whatever you agree upon has to be provided to 
DCAA for an audit.  Any discoveries have to open negotiations 
again. You can’t come to a prior agreement, have to wait for 
the audit results and then have to open negotiations again – 
this could lose the good faith agreement between the 
contracts office and the contractor.  With DCAA not involved in 
the entire process, they might not be privy to discussions 
which led to developing the end result – and therefore not 
truly understand the process to get to that end.  It may be 
rational to waive the audit – this could be the only way to 
circumvent this decision by DCAA. 
However, the other half of informants stated that they 
successfully conducted their Alpha contracting without direct DCAA 
involvement on the IPT.  Instead of having DCAA participate in the 
Alpha IPT, those programs received DCAA overhead pricing support 
via traditional independent methods and/or received recommended 
direct and material cost positions via other means. For instance two 
programs utilized the Naval Supply System Command’s Navy Price 
Fighters to help develop their material cost positions. The Navy Price 
Fighters is a group of industrial engineers, industrial engineering 
technicians, cost price analysts, mechanical engineers, statisticians 
and logisticians that DoD organizations can fund to provide cost 
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proposal evaluation services.  In another instance, although DCAA 
could not participate on the IPT, they independently provided 
approved direct and indirect rates for the contractor and a separate 
material audit report to the IPT.  The case studies revealed that Alpha 
contracting can be successfully implemented despite the lack of 
direct involvement by DCAA within the Alpha IPT; however, doing so 
may add transaction costs and prolong negotiations.  
The Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) issued a policy 
memorandum on April 27, 2009 rescinding its IPT Negotiation and 
Agreement Guide citing the following: 
- Joint government/contractor proposal preparation is not 
appropriate, but collaborating on requirements development is. 
- The process defined in the guide did not “distinctively separate 
proposal preparation and establishment of an independent 
Government objective.”  Additionally, “the clearance approval 
authority is typically involved after negotiations have all but 
concluded, limiting their insight and guidance” (Gill, 2009, p. 1). 
- The policy requires the following guidelines be met to utilize any 
pricing process: (1) “The Government negotiation objective should 
be established following proposal receipt, assessment of audits 
and any fact-finding actions.  This objective must be approved by 
the Business Clearance Authority prior to negotiations;” (2) “there 
shall be no agreements on price related elements prior to 
proposal submittal and business clearance;” and (3) “all 
acquisitions must follow established business/contract clearance 
procedures.” 
Additionally, another barrier may be misuse of the technique.  
One mandatory contracting step - the establishment and approval of 
pre-negotiation objectives - is sometimes deliberately omitted.  The 
Alpha contracting process (Figure 2) does not relieve the requirement 
(FAR 15.406-1) for the establishment and approval of pre-negotiation 
objectives (also referred to as business clearance) prior to 
negotiations.  
As can be seen by the Air Force policy memorandum, some 
individuals inappropriately bypass the establishment and approval of 
pre-negotiation objectives when utilizing Alpha contracting.  
Bypassing the requirement for pre-negotiation objectives was 
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observed during one case when an informant provided a 
memorandum wherein the Principal Assistant Responsible for 
Contracting approved a waiver to the establishment of pre-negotiation 
objectives.  It stated:  
Since Alpha Contracting replaces the rational sequential proposal 
evaluation process with a concurrent price development process, 
traditional negotiations are inconsistent with the use of Alpha 
Contracting techniques.  The IPT will be empowered to make 
recommendations to the Contracting Officer regarding the 
acceptability of the Alpha submissions. Therefore, the formulation 
and documentation of a [Pre-negotiation Objectives 
Memorandum] POM is neither practical nor beneficial for the 
subject effort.”  Further, a “record of IPT discussions, agreements 
and associated rationale relative to the Alpha Contracting process 
will be documented in a Price Negotiation Memorandum (PNM).  
The PNM will be prepared and approved (at the same level as this 
Waiver) prior to receipt of a required Confirmation of Negotiations 
and contract award.  
It is important to note that this memorandum was compliant with 
the organization’s local policy.  Similar to the Air Force Materiel 
Command’s concerns, the implications of this waiver are that the pre-
negotiation objectives are not being established prior to negotiations 
and that the approval authority has no insight until after negotiations 
have concluded.  Since Alpha contracting often involves high-dollar 
programs, the approval authority is often at levels higher than the 
contracting officer and typically is not involved in the Alpha 
contracting process.  Thus, the establishment of the pre-negotiation 
objectives allows the approval authority to concur with the objectives 
and empowers the contracting officer to negotiate within those 
objectives.  Without the pre-negotiation objectives, an Alpha IPT may 
conclude negotiations and then have the PNM rejected by the 
approval authority because he or she disagrees with the negotiation 
approach or objectives.  
In light of the recent scrutiny of collaborative pricing by the DoD, 
the following three points should be considered.  First, while a 
circumvention may be possible, in none of the eight examined cases 
was a PNM subsequently rejected by an approval authority.  Second, 
to speed the approval process, the program office would typically 
keep the designated approval authority informed throughout the 
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entire Alpha process. As such, it is unlikely the approval authority 
would have no insight until after Alpha negotiations concluded.  
Finally, the federal acquisition regulation (FAR) does not prohibit 
collaborative pricing.  Rather, it encourages acquisition professionals 
to achieve efficient operations and minimize administrative costs by 
shifting their focus from “risk avoidance” to one of “risk management 
(FAR 1.102-2).”  Even though a FAR deviation of the pre-negotiation 
memorandum requirement may be required to be processed at the 
agency level, the FAR states that the “… development and testing of 
new techniques and methods of acquisition should not be stifled 
simply because such action would require a FAR deviation (FAR 
1.402).”    
DISCUSSION 
Alpha contracting is a sole-source contracting process that utilizes 
a collaborative and concurrent process instead of a serial approach.  
Collaboration utilized throughout the Alpha contracting process can 
yield significant benefits, including reduced procurement lead time, 
decreased costs, increased goal congruence, increased 
communication, increased commitment, improved relationships, and 
an enhanced understanding of the requirements among the parties.  
Yet research revealed that there is a common perception that many 
individuals do not truly understand what Alpha contracting is and, 
consequently, are often simply “doing a streamlined form of the 
traditional contracting process.”   
Managerial Implications 
This study identified eight determinants of appropriateness of 
collaborative pricing.  Appropriateness of the technique increases 
with risk, resources, urgency of need, budget constraints, the value of 
a relationship with the supplier, and top management support.  
Further, collaborative pricing is appropriate in sole source 
procurements involving strategic spend (i.e., complex, critical, and/or 
high value items and services).  The knowledge of these factors could 
be used to aid individuals when deciding whether Alpha contracting 
would be appropriate to use in their circumstances.  If use is 
appropriate, the odds of a successful procurement should increase.  
While this study confirmed previously published factors, we 
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uncovered three others: urgency of need, budget constraints, and the 
need for management buy-in.   
Additionally, this study examined factors leading to successful 
Alpha contracting.  Success hinges on relational factors such as  
communication, cooperation, goal congruence, trust, and 
commitment.  Success is also enhanced by managerial factors such 
as  top management support, available resources, and empowered 
IPT, cross-functional involvement, low IPT turnover, competence in 
collaborative pricing, and functional competence.  Therefore, 
managers must first be cognizant of these factors.  Next, since 
reducing the magnitude of any of the identified factors will decrease 
the success of collaborative pricing, managers should examine 
policies, processes, and behaviors that might limit any factor.   
Nissen (1998) identified a dozen factors associated with the 
Alpha contracting process that were considered to be determinants of 
successful Alpha contracting.  To assist practitioners deciding 
whether to employ Alpha contracting, the case study proposed a 
heuristic as follows: (1) score +1 if a factor contributes to Alpha 
contracting success; (2) score -1 if a factor inhibits alpha contracting 
success.  Under this scheme, the higher the score, the greater the 
likelihood of alpha contracting success.  Research on multiple cases 
revealed that several success factors were omitted from the JSOW 
case study.  Table 3 compares the determinants of successful Alpha 
contracting identified in the JSOW case study with those identified 
herein.  Additionally, the heuristic proposed in the JSOW case study 
should be used with caution.  The major concern is whether a plus or 
minus one score for one factor should be able to offset a plus or 
minus one in another factor.  For example, one factor in the model is 
competition.  This study showed that Alpha contracting is a tool 
designed for use only on sole-source acquisitions.  As a result, 
competition should be a go, no-go factor that could not be offset by a 
positive factor.  Rather than inferring that factors contributing to 
Alpha contracting success are the same factors that determine its 
appropriateness, we examined these separately.  We provide a set of 
factors that contracting officers should consider in deciding whether 
to use Alpha contracting, but stop short of a heuristic, opting instead 
to leave the value of individual supporting factors to the contracting 
officer’s judgment.      
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TABLE 3 
Comparison of Contributing Success Factors 
JSOW Case Study This Study 
 
Sole Source Low IPT Turnover 
PMO Commitment Commitment and buy-in from all parties 
Technical IPTs Empowered IPTs 
Low Budget/Schedule Pressure Communication 
Contractor Openness Cooperation 
ACAT Rated Program Trust 
System Class Goal Congruence 
Program Complexity Available Resources 
Contract Type (Cost) Complete Cross-Functional Involvement  
Alpha Experience Alpha Contracting Competence 
Geography Functional Competence 
Program Phase  
 
Despite the documented successes of Alpha contracting, the 
current contracting atmosphere seems to be trending back towards 
an arms-length approach.  DCAA withdrew from collaborative pricing.  
AFMC declared that joint proposal development is inappropriate and 
prohibited agreements on price related elements prior to proposal 
receipt.  While this research suggests that substitutes may be found 
for the former, the latter likely destroys the ability of the Air Force to 
reap the positive outcomes of collaborative pricing discovered in this 
study.  These [re]reforms signal a desire to distrust the contractor, 
distrust the contracting officer, and preserve the “borderline” missing 
man technique (Karrass, 1996, p. 290) in negotiations.  This 
research suggests that an empowered IPT leads to a successful 
outcome.  Other research shows the critical role of trust since it 
increases performance, commitment, cooperation, satisfaction, and 
communication.  Furthermore, trust decreases uncertainty, conflict, 
control, and threats of partners (Geyskens, Steenkamp, & Kumar, 
1998).  Trust and commitment are central to relational exchange 
(Morgan & Hunt, 1994); without them, the Air Force will hinder 
cooperation and goal congruence – the enablers of key Alpha 
contracting outcomes (decreased procurement lead time and costs).  
Notably, when we asked informants about disadvantages and 
barriers to using Alpha contracting, no informant indicated that the 
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government failed to reach a fair and reasonable price; thus, recent 
policies that limit usage of collaborative pricing are perplexing. 
Theoretical Implications 
We developed a theory of collaborative pricing within the DoD 
context that explains (1) how decisions to use Alpha contracting are 
made, and (2) the effects of its use.  When developing a theory, there 
are several concerns.  One is comprehensiveness - choosing the most 
salient factors or, at a minimum, highly relevant factors (Whetten, 
1989).  A second is parsimony – developing a model that contributes 
to the literature but is not over-specified (Whetten, 1989).  This 
thorough, yet parsimonious theory enhances understanding, and 
further explains how the underlying mechanisms enable positive 
outcomes – when used in appropriate circumstances.  We checked 
the theory with existing knowledge surrounding collaborative buyer-
supplier relationships and found convergence.  For example, Jap’s 
(1999) widely cited study of collaboration found that goal congruence 
affects coordination efforts which, in turn, improve profit performance 
and competitive advantage.  While heavily grounded in existing 
theory, the unique context of defense contracting necessitates 
extensions to those theories in order to explain phenomenon in this 
context.  This study is a modest first step toward that endeavor.   
Recommendations 
 Collaborative pricing such as Alpha contracting is not without 
issues; there is ample room for improvement.  The following five 
recommendations should enhance the usage and effectiveness of 
Alpha contracting.   
Establish Procedures for Use and Bolster Training 
The case studies revealed that there are no standard procedures 
guiding the use of Alpha contracting.  Consequently, 
misunderstandings of the proper procedures led some organizations 
to cease or severely limit its use.  Our data confirmed that Alpha 
contracting may occasionally be misused – not without fault of the 
agency.  Thus, organizations should establish procedures for its use 
that sync with the letter and spirit of the FAR.  To help, the DoD 
should create an Alpha contracting guidebook enabling an individual 
to assess the appropriateness of the tool for any given situation.  
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Additionally, Alpha contracting is not covered in detail in DoD’s 
acquisition training curriculum; thus, individuals’ first exposure to 
Alpha contracting typically is upon first use.  To exacerbate this 
problem, there is no training on Alpha contracting’s underlying 
principles of relational exchange and early supplier involvement. In 
order to familiarize the acquisition workforce with Alpha contracting 
concepts, benefits, and constraints, Alpha contracting should be 
incorporated into DoD’s Core Plus Development Guide for acquisition 
professionals who perform contracting functions in support of 
systems acquisition. 
Track Use of Alpha Contracting and Lessons Learned 
A strategic assessment of Alpha contracting would be helpful if 
such data were available.  Currently, there are no tracking 
mechanisms for recording Alpha contracting procurements. Tracking 
the use of Alpha contracting could provide several potential benefits 
such as collecting data on outcomes, recording contextual data, and 
resource requirements.  Utilizing existing databases such as the 
Federal Procurement Data System-Next Generation (FPDS-NG) should 
be explored.  Additionally, organizations should consider developing a 
database, or promoting widespread use of established resources, 
such as the Defense Acquisition University’s Community Connection, 
to collect and make readily available lesson learned or best practices.  
Establish Teaming Agreements and Conduct Kick-Off Meetings 
At the beginning of each Alpha contracting effort, a teaming 
agreement (e.g., MOU) should be developed among all parties 
participating in the IPT.  Our data showed that, when used, teaming 
agreements effectively established the agreed upon roles and 
responsibilities, laid out the procedures and guidelines for the Alpha 
contracting process, and ensured that all parties understood the 
objectives.  Fundamentally, such an agreement could alleviate the 
problems of misunderstandings about what Alpha contracting is and 
expectations of IPT members and the chartering organization. 
Decrease the cost of Alpha Contracting by Using Collaborative 
Applications 
In order to increase the return on investment of Alpha contracting 
and clear one of the primary hurdles to use, namely travel costs, 
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agencies should adopt web-based collaborative software (e.g., Webex 
or Elluminate).  Such a tool could save participants’ time and scarce 
travel funds while not compromising the effectiveness of synchronous 
collaboration. 
Seek a Class Deviation from FAR 15.406-1 Whenever a Program Has 
an Approved Alpha Contracting Strategy 
 Given the nature and objectives of Alpha contracting, it is not 
possible nor is it practicable for a contracting officer to establish pre-
negotiation objectives before the negotiation of any pricing action.  To 
streamline the Alpha contracting approval process, the DoD should 
seek an interim Class Deviation from this requirement whenever a 
program has an approved Alpha contracting strategy. Additionally, the 
DoD should propose a permanent solution by initiating a FAR revision 
that recognizes Alpha contracting as an approved negotiation and 
pricing methodology.  
Limitations and Future Research  
Although a multiple-case-study approach was employed, the 
cases represented a convenience sample of known applications of 
Alpha contracting.  Additionally, we were unable to obtain the 
contractors’ perspectives regarding Alpha contracting.  Similarly, the 
analysis would have been bolstered by triangulating (Yin, 2009) data 
from multiple IPT roles within each case.   
One common theme identified by informants was the lack of 
metrics to measure Alpha contracting success.  Without this 
information, objectively assessing the differences between Alpha 
contracting and the traditional contracting approach is difficult.  
Furthermore, the absence of these data casts doubt about the 
advantages of Alpha contracting.  Future research could explore how 
Alpha contracting success could be measured and compared to the 
traditional process. Second, a potential area of research is to 
examine whether and how specific aspects of Alpha contracting could 
feasibly be expanded to include competitive procurements.   
Summary 
Alpha contracting is a collaborative effort between a buyer and 
supplier during contract formation to maximize efficiency and 
effectiveness.  Although several benefits of Alpha contracting are 
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espoused in the literature, the concept is not ubiquitous nor is it well 
understood. Using a multiple-case study methodology, this study 
developed a theory explaining how collaborative pricing, such as 
Alpha contracting, leads to successful outcomes when used in 
appropriate circumstances.  Specifically, we explored Alpha 
Contracting to define what constitutes success and its contributing 
factors.  Additionally, we identified antecedents for and 
consequences of use.  This research identified the utility of Alpha 
contracting, and explained its narrow usage to date.  Finally, five 
recommendations are offered to mitigate barriers to use and 
enhance the effectiveness of Alpha contracting.  Perhaps through a 
better understanding of the collaborative pricing phenomenon in the 
DoD, guidance and policy will evolve, effectiveness will improve, 
misuse will wane, and employment will expand to commensurate 
instances of appropriateness.   
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Length of employment: 
Organization: 
Why did you want to work for this organization: 
Program: 
Role in IPT: 
Program description and background/characteristics: 
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Interview Questions 
 Define Alpha Contracting. 
 What constitutes/defines a successful Alpha Contracting 
process?  
 How did your IPT define success of Alpha Contracting? 
 Prior to the Alpha Contracting even, did your IPT develop any 
measures to assess its effectiveness?  If so, what measure? 
What were the results? 
 Was the group successful as a whole? 
 What factors are expected to contribute to the success of Alpha 
Contracting? 
 Were specific key members responsible for the success of the 
Alpha contracting event? 
 What changes need to be made to make alpha contracting 
more successful?   
 Have you implemented or made changes in policy, or in 
procedures, etc., that has made Alpha Contracting more 
successful? 
 What constitutes/defines an unsuccessful Alpha Contracting 
process? 
 What factors are expected to contribute to the failure of Alpha 
Contracting? 
 Were specific key members responsible for the failure of Alpha 
Contracting event? 
 Who/what parties were involved in the decision to use Alpha 
Contracting? 
 Would you have done anything differently?  If so, why? 
 How often is Alpha Contracting employed and why? 
 Under what circumstances do you believe Alpha Contracting 
can/should be used?  Hence, under what circumstances is the 
Alpha Contracting method appropriate? 
 How does your organization arrive at a decision whether to use 
Alpha Contracting? 
 What does your supervisor/management think about the Alpha 
Contracting process? 
 What factors led to the decision to use Alpha Contracting on 
this requirement? 
 What were the characteristics of the program that Alpha 
Contracting was utilized on? 
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 At what stage in the acquisition planning did you realize Alpha 
Contracting was the preferred method? 
 Should alpha contracting be more widely used? 
 How does Alpha Contracting differ from traditional sole source 
contracting processes? 
 Can you describe the traditional sole source procurement 
process in detail from the realization of a need through contract 
award? 
 Can you describe the Alpha Contracting process from the 
realization of a need through contract award? 
 What are the advantages of the Alpha Contracting process? 
 Was the initial milestone schedule accurate?  If not, how many 
revisions were involved and why? 
 What are the disadvantages of the Alpha Contracting process? 
 What are potential barriers to the utilization of the Alpha 
Contracting approach? 
 With DCAA’s recent decision to eliminate their 
auditor/personnel’s participation in the IPT process, (as it poses 
a possible conflict of interest and does not allow for an 
impartial review/environment), do you believe the Alpha 
contracting process could have been successful without DCAA 
participation in the Alpha IPT? 
 Describe the initial planning stages, to include selection 
process for IPT members, location of IPT during Alpha 
Contracting, and development of milestone schedule. 
 Please describe the group dynamics at the beginning of the 
process vs. the time of contract award.    How has the group 
changed, if at all?  How do you feel these changes (synergy, 
conflict, etc.) hurt or helped milestone achievement and 
subsequent contract award? 
 Any resource constraints/considerations to using Alpha 
Contracting? 
 Can Alpha Contracting work in a competitive procurement?  
 Specifically, could an IPT in a competitive environment establish 
the same trusts, cooperation and commitments with multiple 
parties, and still reap the same benefits as realized in a sole 
source environment (i.e. procurement lead time savings, better-
defined requirements resulting in a decrease in contract 
modifications, etc.)?   
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o Why or why not?   
o What are the issues?   
o How would those issues be mitigated? 
o Is there anything else that comes to mind? 
 If we need to ask any future questions could we contact you by 
phone?  
